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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's 
submission filed on June 7, 2004 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claim 1-3, 7, 13, 15-17, 19 and 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Mathur et al., US 6,671,745 Bl (Dec. 30, 2003). 

Claims 1,16 and 17. 

a. A computerized controller having a processor, memory, and a nonvolatile storage. See 
fig. 2. 

b. A operating system kernel that executes a system handler application, the system handler 
application operable to dynamically link with at a plurality of gaming program shared objects and 
load said program shared objects. See fig. 2, 3; col 4:7-12; 6:28-65., 9:48-10:24. 
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c. A system handler application having an Application Program Interface (API) having 
functions callable from the program shared object, the API having a plurality of functions 
callable by and used by at least some of the shared objects. See id. 

d. System handler application operable to initiate an program based on data variables stored 
in the nonvolatile storage the system handler application operable to write data variables to state 
storage and nonvolatile storage. See 5:1-26, 8:36-65. 

e. Operating system controlled by a general-purpose computer. See col 4:22-30. 

f. Nonvolatile storage stores program variables, such that loss of power does not result in 
loss of the state of the computerized system. See 5:1-26, 8:36-65. 

g. A system handler application that loads a first shared object and the first shared object 
calls up a function from within an API. See fig. 2, 3; col 10:13-31. 

"Game" and "wagering game" software is functionally indistinguishable from other types of 
software. Thus the terms "game" and "wagering game" are merely suggestive of the system's intended 
use. A processor executing a wagering game performs the equivalent function in the same manner as ^ 
the specialized industrial controllers, personal computers, hand-held computers or embedded systems 
described by Mathur at column 4, lines 15-30. These devices are capable of executing "game" software 
for a "wagering game". 



Claim 2. A system handler application comprising an event handler which handles events. See 
col 8:62-65. 



Claim 3. A system handler unloading, loading and executing program shared objects. See col 
7:56-8:15.. 



t 

\ 
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Claim 7. A IBM PC-compatible computer. See col. 4:15-30. 

Claims 13 and 19. Executing an operating system which then loads and operates the system 
handler application, the system handler application operable to dynamical link with a plurality of program 
shared objects and load said shared objects the system handler application having an API having a 
plurality of functions callable from at least some of the shared objects; the system handler application 
operable to initiate an software application based on data variables stored in a nonvolatile storage and the 
system handler application operable to write data variables to the nonvolatile storage; the system handler 
application then loading a first shared object and providing an API functions called by the first shared 
object, the system handler application then executing the first shared object. See, e.g., fig, 2, 3; col. 2:56- 
3:36; 6:28-65, 8:35-65, 10:17-24. 

"Game" and "wagering game" software is functionally indistinguishable from other types of 
software. Thus the terms "game" and "wagering game" are merely suggestive of the system's intended 
use. A processor executing a wagering game performs the equivalent function in the same manner as 
the specialized industrial controllers, personal computers, hand-held computers or embedded systems 
described by Mathur at column 4, lines 15-30. These devices are capable of executing "game" software 
for a "wagering game". 

Claims 15 and 21 . A system handler application comprising an event handler which handles 
events. See col. 8:62-65. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathur in 
view of Brunner et al., US 4,727,544 (Feb. 23, 1988). 

Claim 4. Mathur discloses a system handler that stores data variables modified by program 
shared objects in non-volatile storage and state storage to ensure data is not lost during a critical failure 
such as a power loss. See col. 8:15-46. Mathur does not describe, verifying the code for a shared object 
has not changed. Regardless, this feature would have been obvious to a gaming artisan at the time of the 
invention. Gaming regulations require that controllers include mechanisms to verify executable code and 
data which may affect payouts or game outcomes. Brunner, for example, teaches that known gaming 
devices include memory checking software which is implemented when a device is powered-up to detect 
unauthorized memory changes. See col. 1:13-32. The level (e.g. kernal, operating system or application) 
at which such software is implemented is within purview of the designer. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to a gaming artisan at the time of the invention to modify the special purpose controller 
disclosed by Mathur, wherein the system handler executes a program to store application and state data to 
prevent loss after a power failure, to add the feature of verifying this code for shared objects has not 
changed in order to meet gaming regulations which require that controllers include mechanisms to verify 
executable code and data which may affect payouts or game outcomes. 

Claim 5. Mathur discloses a index of pointers that associate variable names with data locations. 
See col. 7:4-9. Data may stored in non-volatile memory. See col 5: 1-41 , 8:36-46. 



1 

^ Application/Control Number: 09/520,405 Page 6 

Art Unit: 3714 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathur in view of 
Brunner, as applied to claim 4 above, in further view of Pascal, US 5,791,851 (Oct. 26, 1999). 

The combination of Mathur with Brunner describes all the features of the claim except causing 
the execution of a corresponding callback function when a data variable is changed nvnon-volatile 
storage. Regardless of the deficiency, this feature would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of 
invention in view of Pascal. 

Pascal discloses an analogous operating system for a gaming device wherein callbacks are 
employed to communicate information between application modules upon the occurrence of certain 
events. See 1:44-2:30. In general^callback routines are used in state-based machines to communicate 
data between independent modules upon the occurrence of predetermined events. See col. 6:25-45. 
Pascal describes using callback to enhance to robustness of a gaming device under fault conditions to 
protect data that may affect the outcome of a game payout. See col. 2:25-30. 

In view of Pascal, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to modify 
the customized gaming operating system suggested by the combination of Mathur with Brunner, wherein 
the system enhance security by monitoring application modules, to execute a callback function 
corresponding to a change in game data stored in non-volatile memory to enhance the security of the 
gaming device by monitoring changes in data that might affect the outcome of the game payout and 
thereby provide a more secure gaming device that is resistant to errors caused by losses in power or 
tampering. 

Claims 8-10 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathur 

Claim 8. Mathur discloses an operating system, but it is not LINUX. Nonetheless, LINUX is a 
notoriously well-know, commercially available operating system substitutable for the same purpose as the 
operating system describe by Mathur. Thus, by official notice, it would have been obvious to an artisan at 
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the time of the invention to modify the controller disclosed by Mathur to substitute the LINK operating 
system. 

Claims 9 and 10. Mathur discloses shared objects including device handlers wherein at least one 
device handler for a device is disabled. See col 3:5-22, 9:48-10:49. 

Claim 1 8. Mathur discloses a system handler application which loads and executes shared 
objects wherein the shared objects are operable to share data via program variables stored in non-volatile 
storage. See fig. 2, 3; col 5:1-41. Mathur does not state that only one shared object is executed at a time. 
Regardless, Mathur describes different application require different number of shared objects. See col 
2:18-49. It would have been an obvious design choice for an artisan at the time of the invention to 
modify the controller disclosed by Mathur, wherein the controller maybe modified for specialized, single- 
purpose devices, to execute only shared object at a time in a system employing large objects that require 
the controller's full resources. 

Claims 14 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mathur in 
view of Pascal. 

Mathur describes all the features of the claim except causing the execution of a corresponding 
callback function when a data variable is changed in non-volatile storage. Regardless of the deficiency, 
this feature would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of invention in view of Pascal. 

Pascal discloses an analogous operating system for a gaming device wherein callbacks are 
employed to communicate information between application modules upon the occurrence of certain 
events. See 1:44-2:30. In generall^callback routines are used in state-based machines to communicate 
data between independent modules upon the occurrence of predetermined events. See col 6:25-45. 



Application/Control Number: 09/520,405 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 3714 

Pascal describes using callback to enhance to robustness of a gaming device under fault conditions to 
protect data that may affect the outcome of a game payout. See col. 2:25-30. 

In view of Pascal, it would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to modify 
the controller described by Mathur to execute a callback function corresponding to a change in game data 
stored in non-volatile memory to enhance the security of the gaming device by monitoring changes in 
data that might affect the outcome of the game payout and thereby provide a secure gaming device that is 
resistant to errors caused by losses in power or tampering. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Steven Ashburn whose telephone number is 703 305 3543. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday thru Friday, 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM, 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Tom 
Hughes can be reached on 703-308-1806. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). / // 



Conclusion 



s.a. 




